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INTERVIEW SUMMARY 
AND AMENDMENT IN RESPONSE TO FINAL OFFICE ACTION 

Commissioner for Patents: 

This paper is responsive to the Final Office action dated 01 November 2006 ("Office 
action"), having a shortened statutory period expiring 01 February 2007. Accompanying this 
response is a petition under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136 for extension of time by one (1) month setting a 
new time for response of 01 March 2007. Further examination and reconsideration are 
respectfully requested in view of the amendments and remarks set forth below. 

Interview Summary begins on page 2. 
Amendments to the claims begin on page 3 
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INTERVIEW SUMMARY 



On or around 27 February 2007, the undersigned communicated with Examiner Martinez 
(hereinafter "Examiner") by phone regarding text that Examiner used in support of his non- 
statutory double-patenting rejections. Specifically, the undersigned asked Examiner for 
clarification of the text reciting "... claim 1 of U.S. Patent No. 6,967,780 to inherently include 

that the Examiner used in conjunction with his non-statutory double-patenting rejections of 
"Claims 31 and 33-35." See Examiner's Final Office Action pp. 3-4 (01 November 2006). 

In the course of this communication, Examiner clarified for the undersigned that 
Examiner intended to use the foregoing-cited text as a shorthand indication that Examiner saw 
the objected to claims as more-or-less obvious extensions of the subject matter of "claim 1 of 
U.S. Patent No. 6,967,780," which was why Examiner was requesting the terminal disclaimer. 
Examiner clarified that he did NOT mean to imply any limitation on the scope of "claim 1 of 
U.S. Patent No. 6,967,780," and that his remarks were in no way directed toward "claim 1 of 
U.S. Patent No. 6,967,780"; rather, his remarks were intended to go toward an explanation of the 
basis on which he was making his non-statutory double-patenting rejections of then-pending 
"Claims 31 and 33-35" in view of "claim 1 of U.S. Patent No. 6,967,780". The undersigned 
thanked and thanks Examiner for this clarification. 
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